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Introduction 



In less than twenty years, aK>rQximately one--quarter of the 
institutions of ^higher education have chosen faculty bargaining agents to 
represent their interests vdien dealing with their employer. Observers, 
such as Grassland (1976), Lieberman (1979) and Jascourt (1981) have 
predicted that bargainip'g will increase in popularity on public canpuses 
in the caning years. In the private sector, the condition nay be 
otherwise. The Yeshiva Decision has resulted in many private 
institutions delaying further involvement with collective bargaining* 
Fiske (1982, p. C,l. ) sans up the private sector situation with a q\x)te 
from the MUP's Jordan Kurland, "for the foreseeable future,' collective 
bargaining is going nowhere in the private sector." The popularity of 
collective bargaining is greater among ocmmunity colleges than among 
senior institutions. Nearly 64 percent of the college cairpuses with 
collective bargaining are two year institutions (Academic Collective 
Bargaining Information Servies (ACBIS)^ 1982). There has been 
considerable speculation on v*iat this trend means for-higher educatic»i,^ 
and seme research has been done on v*iy faculty join unions. In addition, 
there has been limited research comparing faculty salary gains at 
institutions with and without collective bargaining. But there has been 
no systematic research on whether two year colleges With bargaining 
differ from instituticais without bargaining in terms of such vital 
institutional characteristics as financial vie^^ility (measured by several 
different ratios v*iidi will be identified later), size and faculty 
salaries. 
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Aj^Toximately 470 tvro year colleges have sane fom of faculty 
collective bargaining. The majority of the oollective bargaining 
agreanents have been written sino^ 1970. A substantial amount of 
research has been conducted on the causes for the growth of oollective 
bargaining in tWD year institutions and the effects of these agreanents 
on faculty salaries (Garbarino, 1975; ladd and Lipset, 1976; and 
Baldridge, 1978). Less effort has been nade to detennine the effects of 
bargaining on institutional viability and the allocation of resources. 
These issues are major a^s of concern as higher education enters the 
eighties ^ a decade that is predicted to be detrimental to the health of 
higher education because of declining or stabilized enrollments and 
reduced "real" revenues. 



Statement of the Problem 
As noted, there has been considerable research on the causes of 
collective bargaining in higher education, v*iile relatively little 
attention has been given to the economic effects of unions on (1) an 
institution's allocation of resources to instructional costs; (2) the 
revenue sources; (3) cost per FTE student; and (4) faculty-student ratio. 
Sane research, with oonflicting results, has teen done on the economic 

benefits of collective bargaining to faculty. According to the 

< • 

Government Hiiployee Relations fioard (1979-4.981), over 85 percent of 
faculty strikes were the result of economic issues. Chamterlain, 1978;, 
Leslie and Hu, 1977; and Caruthers and Orwig, 1979 speculate that 
collective bargaining forces the institution to divert funds from 
educational su^jport programs or to raise tuition and fees to pay the 
higher costs associated with contract settlements. However, their 
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studios did not collect substantial data to support their speculation. 

^ Jiittle attention was given tx> determining hcM the institutions adjusted 
their revenues and/or expenditures to ineet faculty salary demands at both 
union and non--union institutions. Nor was any attention directed toward 
studying the long-- term effects of such budgetary reallocations on the 
institution's viability. * 

Studies in the mid-1970 's (Birnbaum, 1974 and 1976; Morgan and 
Kearney, 1977; Brown and Scone, 1977; and Leslie and Hu, 1977) have 
oorr^^ared salary and oonpensation increases between institutions with and 
without bargaining and found significant, positive gains by sate faculty 
unions. However, these findings were not unifom for all higher 
education sectors. Birnbaun (1974, 1976) and Leslie and Hu (1977), found 
that faculty in two year institutions without collective bargaining fared 
as well or better than their co].leagues at bargaining sister institutions. 
Marshall, 1979; GuthrieHVIorse, 1981; and Horn, 1981 in slightly later 
studies, found that vAnen local cost of living adjustments are included, 
faculty at two year institutions without oollective bargaining enjoy 
similar or greater average salaries, by as high as eight percent as those 
in bargaining institutions. Itese studies, in general, have only looked 
at the effect of oollective bargaining on ^average faculty scilary. 

Collective bargaining forces the adninistration to make decisions on 
the percent of the budget to be allocated to faculty salaries at a time 
v*iai higher education is beset with a growing nunber of f inancicd 
problems. These problems result from a leveling off or decrease in 

^ "real" dollar appropriations, inflation, eirollment slowdown or decline, 
increased costs associated with a prolonged policy of deferred 
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iTVunb^ricmrv*, and tb^ iiicroasrYl mstr, of i>iCTtplyiiv| wit n fr^fjoral aryl ;;fato 
nKju]atir:)n?5, planning and revaluation prcxinuas. It mast Y)k\ rfxxy^nv/j^d 
that thf* a).st of sudi (X}n?>lianf» not only lncl\xi}s the dircjct costr; 
asfKx:iated with the iimKKiiate t^sk hat also includo.s the indire<:t cxjnt s 
in the fom of planning and acxjuiring tiK> fx^rsonnol , fquipGm^nt, timt, aacl 
OBterials to {x^rform the tasks • 

Minter and Bcwen (1982c, p. 8) found tliat the faculty, along with 
such items as maintenance and equipnnent replacanent, have been made to 
bear an increasing burden of the institution's financial adjustj^nts, 
P'aculty, particularly in the public sector, have seen their salaries rise 
less rapidly than the administrative and general service staff salaries 
while their workload has increased and their working conditions 
deteriorated. Fran his studies of institutional viability, using a 
series of financial indicatx>rs or operating ratios selected frcm the 
REGIS data base, Bcwen (1980, pp. 9-10) suggests that reducing the front 
line expenditures in favor of behind-the-lines sipport may be an 
important barometer of the healt± of higher education. In i:ieither the 
1980 study or the 1982 reports, were there any attenpt to differentiate 
between union and ncm-union colleges. 

Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was 1x> determine if two year colleges witJh 
faculty unions differ from twD year colleges without unions in terms of 
selected institutional characteristics, including certain C3perating 
ratios, drawn from the HBGIS data base. The study will: 

jr 

/ 1. ocnpare the percentage of eocpenditiires allocated to 

instructional costs, including faculty salaries at two year 
colleges with faculty collective bargaining and those witJxDut 

** . ' 

^ . ' ■ 
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rj^vf*m4* 5y>urwB l>^twr^*n twr^i yr^af institutions with an^l witiK*u^ 
fa'*Mlty cr>lhK:tivr^ l^janfiining; 

i rif-ti tilt ions wit h rUid withofjt faculty fX)lk?ctiv^* baniainin^j; 

4. aiini>an- tiiM facul ty-stijriMnt ratio at two year inf^t it utionri with 
^ifKl without fao'ulty ofil l<^*cti lyn-f^aininq; 

^. ^xinpfin ! tlK* avoraq^r faajlty Sriilariei^ at two yrvar inst it tit i^ivi 
with and witho^it faculty orjllectivo barqainlng; anci 

r% r^infAiro avoraqr? faculty/ sfilaries at twrj y^^ar institutionfs with 
faculty (Xjl\f.K±iyf^ bir^fiininq ac<x>rdinq f/j the ratioral union 
affiliation. 

Tiir- follr>winq ^^iriabl*-; will U^*. ar>r<l in this study: 

!• faniilt^y r>:ilari<*f; / K h ^^Kf/i^nditu^fs > MP 

i^. trinqM Ix^m^fitr^ / K ^ (5 ^iXj/^ndi tur^^s f Mi' 

total i% 6c G ^iKi>jnditunvr; * M-l' / FfK stuJonts 

4. tuition and f^^<^ rovoniif:^ / t;ota] ^^irrent furKi r^^7^>n^JK? 

"^^^ ^pv't aijpropriations: stato / total current fund revon^xr 

6* gov't appropriations: local / total current fund revenue 

?• grants, gifts, oontracts, endowment inocme / tot:al current fund 

revenue 

8. FTE enrollment / number of faculty 

9. faculty salaries / number of faculty 

10. instructional cost / E & G expenditures + MT 

11. size (FTE students) 

12. state 




' Me^^iodology 

The^methodology involved obtaining data on and then oatparing public 
two year colleges to observe the effects of faculty collective bargaining 



rt^*^^, rvJ * ■ .iV^'fu^i' -AiHrf. 'iKNj f ^ ^r,r-, i'jv^ At-; 

■ ':,i^v*-rr;iM,-';: t^/.i* r^.!^ji n^' K;f., 4^8 inst. itjrion:; 

^.r.. >>^^:{:^h.:^x rr^r: >'^-.:jfiy ^>ts'<: f'^4H.^;^r>; 'ywh\l' * 

?rv;t:if:.utsonr^ wi^hou^' d*''^^rv:o ?p:inr my authority, instit-utions wtfvr:]^ -i 
full time faculty, tw ycsar caitpuses of a university, institutions 
from states ^where all of the two year institutions Save faculty 
bargaining units, and institutions who signed theifs initial collective* 
bargaining agreement after 1976* 

These exclusions resulted in a final population of 319 public, two 
year colleges, 189 of vA\idt\ had faculty bargaining jt^its and 13CUmich 
did not have faculty bargaining. The 319 ara located in the ^l?.. ^*ng 
fourteen states: 

California ^ Maryland Oregon 
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•■ 'y A' - - ^ ' ■■ ■ .; * I; , ■ ■ ■' '» * .f ■ ." ■ t * . ' ' . ' /' z' 

■• rJH-'.' ■ ^ » . ^vr f^* I v: ^-r-- :-.^r^^iir>*^i ^.■r aki jr* 

institutions m th*^ fx^pulatioHf as Cli tHe institutions conbxned ajvJ 
(2) institutions dj-vided according to the presence or abseno^ of faculty 
collective bargaining. 

Results 

A profile of oommunity colleges with collective bargaining and 
without oollective bargaining was developed following the procedures' 
outlined above. Tlie profile of institutions was developed in five areas; 
instructional costS/ sources of inccme^ f^culty/;gribudent ratio, 
expenditures per PTE student^ and average faculty salary^ Table 1 shows 
the percentage of E & G 'expenditures for both typ^s of institutions for 
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:i> innttn-jtions wjtn facial t/ bargaining. The HBGIS Unes that . 
'X)fitribut»« t/j the residual soanxs include: government appropriations - 
^er-il, sale's awd^^^vices of educational activities, sales and services 
if auxiliary enterprises, sales and sfc^rvioes of hospitals, other sources, 
and irK%^rKknt operations. The t-tests on all sources of revienue ^ 
b»twi^3n tn^^ two typm of instituHons revealed significaunt difference's 
for each revenue souto^** 

Tabl^ 3 sumnarizes the results of oartparing means of institutions 
with and without 'faoilty bargaining with respect to faculty-student 
ratio, E & G faxpenditures per FTE sttxJent, and average faculty salary. 
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r i . vr^tv :;>^ :iif'vins, .A>r institution^: 

w;ta faculty bargaining and 0.574 for institutions without faculty" 
iargaining, cotpare wr^- ^^11 with the mcUBO (1980) and Bowen (1981) 
studies that contain data on instructional costs. The NRCUBO stuc^ of 
Conparative^Financial Statistics for oqfinunity colleges (Cirino and 
Dickmeyer, 1981 ) found thie median for instructional expenditures in 
1979-80 to be 50.9 percent. Bowen (1981) used a different formula to 
determine teaching expenditures but found a median of 56 percent in 
public, tjro year colleges. The percentage of instructional costs that 
goes to salaries and benefits is significantly higher in institutions- 
with faculty bar^ining. Conversely, institutions withoUf faculty 

0 
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* >*nM.^> .K'r^'f trofii x":^- r^*^kdMi u'iocm^ mnro^s <"learly 

'^u^^>'<;'^v! *> .i. Uv^.tinrrK t'ifvte fnv^^ jxt'i-tr^du tonal fuwces. Whetrter *ht?t 

it**'-:,- v->(^..^'v^l?.^'; ^yvj r^Tf: .t:Kl 4\^*ra^ f-^K-jity salary* S^JC^w a 
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■:'mm:: thl imi percent/^e of e s g expenditure 

Ai.LOCATtP inSIRliCllJi^^AL fOSJS, FtlLUinE FACUllV 
r:A,,^ARlLS ANL PlNEHTS FETl^EEw INATlffriONS WITH 
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TABLE 2 - PERCENT OF REVENUE FOR Tl^O YEAR INSTITUTIONS 
WITH AND WITHOUT FACULTY COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 
BY SOURCE OF REVENUE 



TABLE 3 - COMPARISON OF VARIOUS INSTITUTIONAL RATIOS 
BY THE PRESENCE OR ABSENCE OF FACULTY 
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 

institution s institutions 
without CB with C B 



faculty-student ratio 1:^6 1:48.7 



E^G expend/FTE $1814 $2019 



AVG FACULTY SALARY $16,645 $17,175 
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